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APPLICATION FOR REHEARING OF 

DECISION 16-06-017 BY GULSEN MALONEY 
 

I. Introduction 

With the corrections and added clarifications and evidence, I respectfully apply for 

Rehearing of Decision 16-06-017, which was issued June 9, 2016. Please find the 

referenced attachments at the end this application. 

 

II. Grounds for Rehearing 

I have not subscribed to U-Verse or VoIP to obtain a better DSL internet service as 

stated in the Decision 16-06-017 Page 1, Paragraph 1. Rather, I called AT&T in 

early February 2015, to renegotiate and continue my DSL service that I had for 

many years at same deal of $14.95 per month. The Attachments A through 

D for the years 2011 through 2014 respectively show the AT&T’s Monthly 

Statements that deal with the same pricing. The actual DSL service goes beyond 

2011. Those statements also indicate that I had no long distance service or the 

special local toll calling plan. I had my same land-line from Pacific Bell and later 

from AT&T for 40 years, since June of 1976. 
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Because of the price hike (due to end-of-the annual deal) of DSL while traveling 

overseas at the end of 2014, I had to call and renegotiate the same deal.  

Even thought it was advertised publicly, AT&T said that the DSL for $14.95 was 

not for my area; only option for my area was U-Verse with the same price 

according to AT&T personnel. I had to accept it with the condition that my lad-line 

stays untouched. It was touched without my knowledge as well as without the 

knowledge of their own personnel; my telephone with the answering machine did 

not even work at all for several days. Since I do not even have a cell phone, I was 

left in a very vulnerable position and I asked them to cancel U-verse and restore 

my land-line back the way it was. Later found out that, they assigned a different 

number without my consent or knowledge. 

 

Apparently AT&T had a DSL for my area when I talked them in early February; I 

did not even need to have U-Verse contrary to what I was told. In fact, I had DSL 

internet service after the U-verse cancellation provided by AT&T until just 

recently at the same price that I had for many years. 

 

After February 20, 2015, the U-verse was cancelled; however, my land-line was 

not working the way it was for 40 years. I could not even make a direct call to my 

Medicare health insurance company, UPS, and others within my area code that I 

was able to for many years with no added special plan or service. See email 

(Attachment E) dated 4/11/2015 from Emeric (AT&T Manager) stating that “...  

I'm adding local toll back on your account to make calls to your doctor...”. Then 

later on 5/12/2015, Emeric (same Manager) says “…Unfortunately they weren't 

able to add back the grandfather local toll calling plan that you had previously...” 

as seen in the email Attachment F. In the same email, he also says “…I've double 

checked with our back office group and they advised that we have to go with the 
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current options.  If AT&T is your long distance company the minimum plan we 

have cost $1 a month and your billed at $ .18 a minute.  This was the exact plan 

that was recently removed from your account when you spoke with the agent on 

05/08/15…”.  Yes, on 05/08/2015, I have talked to Zane and then Alexie to cancel 

the Long Distance Service that was installed without my permission and get the 

credit for the long distance mischarges and the service fees. These long distance 

charges and monthly fees kept showing up in my bills after the U-verse cancelation 

and even after the first cancellation of the service for a few months. Attachment G 

for May 2015 shows the Long Distance service that had not been authorized and 

the charges for my Medicare office within my area code and for an urgent call to 

AT&T technician “Sammy” who forgot to put DSL filter on my telephone  the day 

before leaving telephone in not-working condition. 

 

On the Page 2 (last paragraph) of the Decision 16-06-017, “…Evidence provided 

by both Complainant and AT&T show that prior to ordering U-verse, Complainant 

subscribed to Flat Rate Service and that AT&T was the designated local toll 

carrier…” is not correct. I have never subscribed AT&T for local toll calling; not 

even AT&T has a record of it. I have the same land-line telephone from Pacific 

Bell since June of 1976 (40 years) in the same neighborhood; at least, in this 

current house for 21 years, I watch my bills very carefully and I have never 

changed the policies and never subscribed the Local Toll Calling either. When the 

Pacific Bell started doing business under the AT&T name, I made only one single 

change; cancelled the long distance service with AT&T and used and still using the 

long distance service since 2003 that requires dialing of the service provider’s 

(account) numbers first, then following procedures, and entering series of other 

numbers before the actual intended number. I had this service past several years; it 

is for long distance call only and nothing to do with the local toll callings. In fact, I 
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had a detailed record of all the long distance/international callings made since 2003 

for review if needed. 

 

 With this same land-line for many years, my essential life-line telephone numbers 

(Medicare and others) were always direct without additional fee and never needing 

burdensome procedure and definitely not practical in an emergency when the time 

is crucial. I have always dialed the numbers with the same area code that I have 

directly and never paid additional fee. 

 

Page 4, “…Complainant currently uses a free local toll calling service…” is not 

correct. The service that I have since 2003 from “dial-in companies” is for long 

distance and international callings as I described above and nothing to do with 

local toll calling. I have all the records. 

 

Also in Page 4, “…The local toll calling plan that Complainant subscribed to prior 

to U-verse is available from AT&T, but Complainant must affirmatively select that 

plan…” is not correct. I never had a subscription with AT&T on local toll calling 

as even Robert (last name and direct phone number were not provided; from 

AT&T Office of the President) could not provide such record or any record as 

confirmed during the telephone conversation on July 15, 2015 around 12:30PM. 

Additionally, with the options that AT&T is offering (see Attachment H), I have to 

pay for the local toll callings that were free to me and no need for their long 

distance plan. The issue is not that I have to select the carrier of local toll calling; 

the issue is, AT&T will charge me if I select them as the carrier. 

 

III. Conclusion 

I feel that AT&T misrepresented the internet options available for my area in early 

February to sell U-verse. Then, they violated the agreed U-verse with a condition 
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